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This	 deliverable	 is	 the	 first	 of	 three	 reporting	 on	 the	 MAZI	 pilots’	 comparative	 evaluation.	 We	 report	 on	
progress	 towards	developing	a	comparative	evaluation	approach	 that	will	draw	 from	the	 four	MAZI	pilots	 to	
inform	the	project,	to	understand	progress	and	enable	lessons	learned	to	be	applied	across	MAZI	and	beyond.		
In	 this	 report	we	 introduce	our	approach	 to	a	comparative	meta-evaluation	strategy	 in	 the	context	of	MAZI,	
taking	 into	 account	 the	 rich	 diversity	 of	 the	 consortium	 partners,	 their	 wide	 range	 of	 disciplines,	 and	 the	
different	 contexts	 of	 the	 pilots.	 Given	 this	 diversity,	 we	 emphasise	 a	 participatory	 approach	 to	 evaluation,	
drawing	from	partners’	academic	disciplines	and	practitioner	fields	to	inform	the	development	of	an	evaluation	
framework.	Each	partner	brings	with	them	their	own	paradigms	and	methodologies	for	analysing	progress,	and	
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The	objective	of	 this	deliverable	 is	 to	report	on	progress	so	 far	 in	developing	a	comparative	meta-evaluation	
strategy,	bringing	together	the	expertise	of	the	consortium	partners	and	their	 learning	outcomes	so	far	 from	
reflecting	on	their	respective	pilot	studies.	This	will	enable	the	MAZI	consortium	to	integrate	elements	of	the	









As	 the	 pilots	 try	 out	 and	 contribute	 to	 various	 elements	 of	 the	 evolving	 MAZI	 toolkit,	 the	 toolkit	 itself	 is	
designed	to	act	as	a	“boundary	object”	by	facilitating	the	pilots’	 inter-	and	potentially	trans-disciplinary	work	








Figure	 2	 illustrates	 how	 the	 four	 pilots	 inform	 the	 development	 of	 the	 comparative	 evaluation	 framework	
(D3.8-10),	the	MAZI	DIY-toolkit	(D1.1),	and	the	interdisciplinary	framework	(D3.2-5),	and	the	pilots	in	turn	stand	
to	gain	 feedback	which	can	 inform	the	design	and	evaluation	of	 their	pilots.	 The	 learning	coming	out	of	 this	








planning	 of	 the	 planned	 cross-fertilization	 events.	 The	 cross-fertilization	 events	 in	 turn	 are	 creating	
opportunities	 for	 the	pilots	 to	 share	 strategies	 for	engaging	publics;	 and	 the	 learning	 from	 these	events	will	
provide	 valuable	 feedback	 for	 the	 development	 of	 the	 interdisciplinary	 framework	 and	 the	 comparative	







D3.8	 is	 the	 first	 of	 three	 deliverables	within	 reporting	 on	 the	 comparative	 evaluation	 of	 the	MAZI	 pilots.	 In	
Version	2	(M14-26)	we	will	perform	a	comparative	evaluation	of	the	pilots,	which	will	provide	feedback	to	the	
pilot	design	methodology.	 The	 results	of	 the	evaluations	will	 then	be	used	 in	Version	3	 (M26-36)	 to	explore	







for	 comparative	 evaluation	 to	 MAZI	 pilots.	 Given	 the	 diversity	 of	 context	 and	 issues	 involved	 we	 have	
emphasised	the	need	to	adopt	a	participatory	approach,	to	encourage	partners’	to	engage	actively,	bring	their	
expertise	and	articulate	how	success	is	defined	and	measured	in	their	respective	fields	of	practice.	We	believe	
that	 the	 value	 of	 this	 approach	 is	 that	 it	 provides	 an	 ability	 to	 capture	 the	 diversity	 of	 paradigms	 and	
methodologies	for	analysing	progress	 in	a	way	that	a	one-size-fits-all	model	of	comparative	evaluation	would	
not	be	able	to	achieve.		
The	 remainder	 of	 this	 deliverable	 will:	 explain	 our	 approach	 of	 adopting	 a	 relatively	 simple	 approach	 of	
focusing	 on	 a	 common	 set	 of	 principles	 for	 capturing	 the	 complexity	 of	 comparing	 evaluations	 across	
disciplines	 in	 a	way	 that	 doesn’t	 lose	 partners’	 voices;	 introduce	 the	 participatory	 approach	we	 adopted	 to	



























7. The	 intention	 is	 that	 it	will	 help	partners	 reflect	on	how	 they	are	planning	and	designing	 their	pilot	
studies,	 identifying	 gaps	 in	 their	 own	 thinking	 and	 making	 them	 aware	 of	 good	 practice	 by	 other	














MAZI	 Description	 of	 Work	 identifies	 that	 key	 objectives	 include	 “to	 address	 the	 real	 needs	 …	 of	 local	





The	 fundamental	 purpose	 of	 evaluation	 is	 to	 learn	 from	 experiences	 so	 that	 actions	 are	 directed	 towards	
bringing	 benefits	 to	 people	who	 have	 an	 interest	 related	 to	 its	 outcomes	 (Harvey,	 1998).	 In	 the	 context	 of	
MAZI,	 this	 involves	 contributing	 toward	DIY	 networking	 can	offer	 the	 four	 pilots	 and	 their	 publics’	 potential	








Planning	 for	 impact	 evaluation	 and	 the	 process	 of	 identifying	 appropriate	 mechanisms	 for	 gathering	 and	
analysing	results	should	start	early	in	the	process	(‘upstream’)	and	not	be	left	to	the	end	of	projects	or	project	
phases	(Chevalier	and	Buckles,	2013).	Through	upstream	planning,	researchers	can	structure	activities	in	ways	




















(Kirkpatrick,	1959)	or	 the	guidance	of	 the	Evaluation	Cookbook	 (Harvey,	1998)	 together	with	action	research	
(Reason	and	Bradbury,	2001),	for	example,	can	help	ensure	this	by	making	sure	there	is	a	continuous	feedback	
of	 information	 about	 the	 design	 of	 the	 process	 (formative	 evaluation)	 and	 review	 of	 the	 potential	 benefits,	
effects	or	changes	(summative	evaluation).	The	manner	in	which	publics	are	engaged,	however,	will	determine	
the	types	of	impacts	on	offer.		



















































al.,	 2016;	 Carpentier,	 2016).	 We	 recognise,	 however,	 that	 the	 challenge	 evaluating	 the	 effectiveness	 of	
technology	that	represents	a	diversity	of	stakeholder	interests	is	not	new	and	we	will	endeavour	to	draw	upon	
existing	 approaches.	McAndrew	 et	 al.	 (2010),	 for	 example,	 demonstrated	 the	 use	 cultural	 historical	 activity	
theory	 to	 aid	 in	 carrying	 out	 a	multi-level	 evaluation.	 Drawing	 upon	 this	 provides	 us	 with	 a	method	 and	 a	
rationale	 for	 evaluating	 the	 nature	 and	 quality	 of	 learning	 alongside	 the	 user-centred	 approach	 to	
understanding	 interactions	 with	 the	 technology.	 Other	 CAPS	 projects	 have	 also	 developed	 comprehensive	
frameworks	 for	 assessing	 social	 innovation	 from	 the	 perspective	 of	 both	 impact	 and	 social	 change	 (CAPPSI,	
2017).	 A	 greatest	 challenge,	 however,	 will	 be	 ensuring	 that	 pilots	 are	 engaged	 throughout	 and	 actively	
participating	in	the	development	of	the	comparative	evaluation	framework.	To	achieve	this,	we	will	follow	the	
lead	of	scholars	such	as	Stillman	who	“encourages	the	adoption	of	participatory	action	research	methodologies	
for	 the	 evaluation	 of	 community	 technology”	 (Stillman,	 2005,	 p.77).	 By	 adopting	 a	 participatory	 approach	
towards	 the	 development	 of	 a	 comparative	 evaluation	 framework	will	 give	 us	 the	 opportunity	 to	 provide	 a	
thick	description	of	the	technical	and	social	challenges.		
Going	forwards	we	will	draw	upon	these	and	other	existing	approaches	to	enable	us	to	simplify	the	challenge	










In	 the	section	 immediately	above	we	outlined	ways	of	potentially	developing	a	 framework	 for	carrying	out	a	
comparative	evaluation	of	MAZI	pilots.	We	now	turn	to	consider	how	this	might	be	achieved	given	the	diversity	
of	 MAZI	 partners	 and	 the	 pilot	 studies,	 and	 recognise	 that	 this	 creates	 both	 challenges	 but	 also	 opens	 up	
opportunities.	A	key	challenge	we	face	is	to	establish	a	participatory	approach	that	is	sophisticated	enough	to	





• Pilot	 2	 –	 CreekNet:	 explores	 how	 a	 long	 standing	 wireless	 community	 network	 may	 be	 revitalized	 and	



































































disciplinary	 approaches	 into	 a	 complementary	 picture	 that	 represents	 the	 full	 range	 of	 understandings	 will	
support	the	development	of	a	shared	comparative	meta-evaluation	strategy	that	has	the	potential	to	become	a	
learning	process	for	the	MAZI	participants	(the	partners)	respecting	their	different	expertise	bases	(Arden	et	al.	

















It	 is	 our	 intention	 that	 the	 final	 framework	 will	 reflect	 the	 pilots’	 values	 and	 expertise,	 so	 that	 it's	
representative	of	 their	own	paradigms	and	methodologies	 for	analysing	progress.	This	 intends	 to	go	beyond	
the	 conventional	 ‘one	 size	 fits	 all’	 approach	 to	 evaluation.	 We	 intend	 for	 the	 framework	 to	 be	 capable	 of	
drawing	 together	 each	 partner’s	 expertise	 to	 achieve	 a	 synthesis	 that	 celebrates	 diversity	 as	 it	 attempts	 to	
piece	together	insights	in		what	might	be	closer	to	something	resembling	a	‘jigsaw	approach’.		
One	 of	 the	 achievements	 so	 far	 has	 been	 to	 negotiate	 a	 set	 of	 high	 level,	 lightweight	 instruments	 that	 can	
initially	 engage	 each	 pilot	 team	 in	 the	 activity,	 and	 elicit	 data	while	maintaining	 local	 diversity.	 These	 have	
enabled	 us	 to	 gather	 data	 about	 the	 pilots’	 activities	 and	 commence	 with	 the	 initial	 developments	 of	 a	
comparative	evaluation	framework	(see	Figure	11).		





























To	enable	 reporting	 from	each	pilots	 in	a	 coherent	manner	we	have	employed	 the	 six	principles	of	engaged	
research	(6P’s:	Holliman	et	al.	In	Press;	2013).	Originally	designed	to	help	universities	plan	and	reflect	on	public	
engagement	with	 research,	 the	 6Ps	 act	 as	 a	 set	 of	 prompts	 to	 aid	 in	making	 sure	 due	 consideration	 is	 paid	
towards:	




• ‘People’:	 identifying	 the	 people	 that	 will	 be	 involved	 or	 affected	 by	 the	work:	 the	 researchers,	 the	
community	partners	with	whom	are	engage	and	any	other	participants	that	may	be	affected.	








the	pilots	 in	 the	deliverables	are	addressing	 the	same	set	of	principles.	The	 four	MAZI	pilots	are	at	different	
stages	of	development,	starting	at	different	times,	so	the	evaluation	cannot	draw	direct	comparisons	in	terms	
of	progress.	The	third	pilot	(Kraftwerk1)	has	just	commenced	(M12)	and	the	fourth	pilot	(UnMonastery)	has	yet	
to	 start	 (M15).	 We	 therefore	 provide	 initial	 findings	 from	 the	 first	 two	 pilots,	 Neighbourhood	 Academy	
(commenced	M3);	and	CreekNet	(commenced	M6).	The	table	illustrated	in	Figure	12	has	appeared	previously	
in	D3.6	and	is	represented	here	with	additional	commentary	that	identifies	key	insights	that	have	been	derived.	
These	 observations	 will	 provide	 feedback	 to	 the	 pilot	 design	 methodology,	 and	 help	 inform	 project	 best	
practices.	
Commentary	1	(‘Preparedness’;	‘Politics’	):	both	pilots	reflect	on	the	politics	characterising	their	engagement,	
both	 are	 related	 to	 issues	 characterised	 by	 the	 societal-level	 politics	 and	 challenges	 of	 urban	 development	
(“gentrification”;	“contested	space”).	Pilot	1	is	focused	more	on	institutional	level	politics,	and	Pilot	2	is	more	
focused	 on	 the	 stakeholder	 level	 politics.	 During	 earlier	 D2.1	 discussions,	 the	 UdK	 leader	 indicated	 that	
reporting	 through	 the	 6P’s	 lens	 on	 politics	 had	 prompted	 reflection	 around	 the	 value	 for	 their	 host	








engagement	activities	have	 revealed	a	wide	 range	of	attitudes	and	competencies	with	 respect	 to	networked	
technologies	 and	 DIY-tech	 cultures.	 We	 will	 need	 to	 reflect	 in	 Task	 1.5	 (MAZI	 Toolkit	 ‘Guidelines	 and	
templates’)	 about	 the	 implications	 this	 has	 for	 the	 supporting	 documentation	 for	 the	 Toolkit.	 We	 cannot	
assume	technical	expertise	on	the	part	of	 likely	participants.	These	common	themes	also	raise	the	possibility	
that	 a	 MAZI	 cross-fertilization	 event	 might	 enable	 community	 activists	 in	 each	 separate	 location	 to	 share	
common	experiences,	both	in	terms	of	strategies	for	addressing	community	challenges	and	measuring	progress	

















Commentary	 3	 (‘People’):	 Both	 pilots	 have	 incorporated	 the	 use	 of	maps	 into	 their	 recording	 processes	 to	









alternative	 to	 existing	 network	 channels	 is	 a	 common	 theme	 (“non-market”;	 “alternative	 media	 channel”);	
though	 the	 Neighbourhood	 Academy	 reporting	 highlights	 “political	 action”	 while	 the	 CreekNet	 reporting	
indicates	supporting	“debate”.	 ‘Participation’	 is	also	highlighted	as	a	vocabulary	term	that	has	been	explored	
within	D3.11	 (‘MAZI	 as	 an	experiment	 in	 interdisciplinarity’)	 as	part	of	 the	process	of	 constructing	a	 shared,	
common	vocabulary	around	the	design	of	hybrid	space.	
Commentary	 5	 (‘Processes’;	 ‘People’):	 Different	 disciplinary	 approaches	 are	 taken	 in	 the	 two	 pilots	 to	
participatory-based	research:	design,	and	action	research.	These	reflect	the	backgrounds	of	the	partners,	and	
while	both	emphasise	both	“rapid	prototyping”	and	discussion	as	mechanisms	 for	understanding	community	
needs	 the	 CreekNet	 pilot	 has	 a	 greater	 focus	 on	 ‘engagement’	 and	 building	 relationships	 than	 the	
Neighbourhood	Academy	pilot,	where	 the	 focus	 is	more	on	 collaborative	processes,	 suggesting	 that	a	broad	
spectrum	of	participants	have	already	engaged	with	the	MAZI	project	concept.	
This	 aspect	of	 the	6Ps,	 ‘Process’,	may	 in	 future	be	a	useful	 lens	 through	which	we	 can	analyse	 the	pilots	 to	
reflect	 on	 the	 success	 and	 challenges	 of	 gaining	 buy-in	 for	 DIY	 networking,	 e.g.	 asking	 what	 competences,	
credibility	and	organisational	capacities	are	necessary	for	the	implementation	of	the	MAZI-toolkit	in	their	areas	
of	 study.	 ‘Process’	 is	 also	 a	 key	 term	 that	 has	 been	 analysed	 within	 D3.11	 (‘MAZI	 as	 an	 experiment	 in	
interdisciplinarity’)	as	part	of	the	process	of	constructing	a	shared,	common	vocabulary	around	the	design	of	
hybrid	space.	
Commentary	 6	 (‘Performances’):	 Both	 pilots	 structure	 their	 discussion	 in	 terms	 of	 phased	 approaches	 to	
actions:	community	outreach/engagement	and	exploration	of	toolkit	prototypes.	The	difference	between	the	
capacities	of	each	pilot	 team	 is	 revealed	with	 the	Neighbourhood	Academy	pilot	 referring	 to	developmental	





partners	about	 their	design,	progress	and	evaluation	of	 their	associated	pilots.	 Interviews	will	be	carried	out	




• Email	 survey:	 to	 understand	 pilots’	 strategic	 objectives,	 detailed	 objectives,	 key	 performance	
indicators	and	metrics	being	considered.	This	has	provided	us	with	a	snapshot	of	instruments	and	goals	
currently	being	considered.	












The	 first	 set	 of	 interviews	 we	 carried	 out	 were	 semi-structured	 centred	 around	 understanding	 how	 pilots	
defined	 and	measured	 success	 in	 their	 respective	 fields	 (or	 disciplines)	 and	what	 fears	 and	 hopes	 they	 had	
about	participating	 in	 a	 comparative	 evaluation	of	 the	MAZI	pilots.	We	 recognised	 some	of	 the	 terminology	
around	 evaluation	 (e.g.	 ‘Key	 Performance	 Indicators’,	 ‘Metrics’)	 may	 not	 be	 familiar	 to	 project	 partners	 so	
aimed	to	bridge	this	linguistic	divide	by	asking	partners	to	reflect	on	what	success	looked	like	for	them	in	their	
practices,	 and	 how	 they	 were	 accustomed	 to	 measuring	 progress	 towards	 their	 goals.	 The	 following	 list	
provides	illustrations	of	partners’	responses	to	questions	about:	their	definitions	of	success	in	their	disciplines	






• On	 an	 impact	 scale	 -	 to	 start	 discussions	 around	 ownership	 of	 digital	 networks	 with	 partner	
organisations.	At	the	pilot	level,	if	the	infrastructure	being	built	will	be	comfortable	enough	for	other	
teachers	 and	 people	 getting	 connected	 to	 use.	 At	 the	 outreach	 level,	 the	 interest	 by	 other	
organisation	wanting	to	take	part	in	the	project	and	use	the	technology	being	developed.			 	
• When	DIY	networking	acts	as	a	triangulator	to	bring	different	discourses	together	and	to	see	how	they	
relate	 to	 each	 other;	 creating	 a	 place	 where	 people	 can	 work	 together	 in	 ways	 that	 permit	 social	
relationships	 to	 emerge.	 To	 introduce	 the	 topic	 of	 technology	 into	 discourses	 because	 it	 could	 be	





initiated	or	are	helping	 ‘floats’	 and	 is	 sustained	by	 its	own	energies	without	needing	constant	 input	
from	yourself.	The	swell	of	goodwill	of	people	feeling	that	they	had	a	positive	outcome.	
• Evidence	 of	 ‘learning’	 occurring	 in	 pilots	 (in	 the	 broadest	 sense)	 and	 ‘sustainable’	 outcomes:	
community	groups	 taking	on	 the	MAZI-toolkit	 themselves	and	being	able	 to	sustain	with	 little	or	no	
input	from	the	MAZI	project	team;	local	appropriation	of	MAZI-toolkits	to	solve	own	needs;	evidence	
that	 engagement	 with	 MAZI	 has	 advanced	 local	 causes	 in	 Deptford	 CreekNet	 (e.g.	 engaging	 with	
politicians,	changing	decisions);	positive	outcomes	for	SPC.	
Pilot	3:	




• The	 prospect	 of	 developing	 a	 theory	 of	 change	 institutionally	 and	within	 the	 context	 of	MAZI.	 The	
ability	 to	 contribute	 towards	 design	 of	 the	 users’	 experience	 before	 they	 get	 to	 engage	 with	 the	
technical	components	of	the	toolkit.		
• Generally,	by	making	a	contribution	to	the	broader	knowledge	of	toolkit	design	based	on	the	work	of	





















SPC	 space;	 (2)	 people	 paying	 to	 join	 as	 a	 subscriber	 and	 taking	 on	 the	 philosophy	 of	 SPC’s	
collaborative	 model	 (3)	 people	 introducing	 others	 to	 the	 space	 and	 bringing	 them	 along;	 (4)	
supporting	 the	 infrastructure	 (e.g.	 attending	 regular	 open	 sessions	 and	 taking	 on	 the	 role	 of	
opening	up	the	room	for	visitors;	maintaining	the	computer	network;	etc.).	





• The	 opportunity,	 possibility	 and	 engagement	 of	 others	 in	 the	 debate	 around	 new	 concepts.	
Journal	&	conference	publications	and	reports	&	event	documentation.	 	Citation	of	publications.	

















• Despite	 the	 efforts	 to	 annotate	 and	 record,	 the	 same	 familiar	mistakes	 and	misunderstandings	
that	have	happened	before	in	DIY	networking	will	occur,	and	will	prevent	the	best	use	of	time	and	
energy	on	the	project.	
































• The	 development	 of	 a	model	 that	 enables	 us	 to	 capture	 and	 interpret	 the	 activities	 of	 each	 of	 the	
pilots	and	can	be	used	more	widely	(e.g.	evidence	that	it	is	taken	up	and	explored	by	others).	Hoping	
that	it	will	enable	pilot	teams	to	be	reflective	about	their	practice	and	learn	examples	of	best	practice	






That	 it	 will	 draw	 upon	 participatory	 approaches	 that	 give	 the	 pilots	 opportunities	 to	 critique	 each	
other's	tools	and	techniques	for	evaluating	their	pilots.	For	example,	giving	pilots	the	opportunity	to	










from	the	pilot	teams	about	perspectives	and	measures	of	success.	All	partners	expressed	 interest	 in	 learning	




MAZI	Cross-fertilisation	events	are	 intended	“to	ensure	that	 the	design	and	evaluation	of	 the	different	pilots	
will	 allow	us	 to	 draw	 some	high-level	 conclusions,	 and	 that	 successful	 strategies	 can	 be	 replicated	 between	
pilots”	 (Task	3.3;	DoW,	p.21).	These	are	 reported	elsewhere	 in	MAZI	deliverables	 (D3.11-D3.13)	and	outputs	
also	recorded	after	each	event.	These	offer	the	opportunity	to	gather	data	from	partners	on	the	approaches	










Face	 to	 face	meetings	where	conversations	occur	 that	both	provide	updates	on	pilot	activities	and	partners’	
approaches	to	evaluation.	These	can	illuminate	written,	formal	recorded	reporting	by	pilots.	For	example,	the	
issue	of	technical	and	digital	literacy	arose	during	the	Rome	project	meeting	(Jan.	2017).	There	were	concerns	
were	noted	by	two	pilots	about	 the	 level	of	expertise	expected	 from	eventual	users	of	 the	MAZI	 toolkit	 (the	
people	or	publics	we	are	seeking	to	engage	with),	and	the	implications	this	would	have	for	the	project	(e.g.	the	




MAZI	 deliverables	 represent	 a	 formal	 reporting	 mechanism	 that	 provides	 us	 with	 structured	 reflections	 by	
project	partners.	These	can	be	analysed	to	identify	approaches	to	both	evaluation	techniques	and	also	state	of	
pilots	 (data	 on	pilots’	 progress).	 These	will	 be	 reviewed	 to	 understand	partners’	 current	 thinking	 during	 the	






‘UnMonastery	 BIOS’	 toolkit	 as	 a	 boundary	 object	 to	 evaluate	 their	 projects	 throughout	 their	 development	
(http://unmonastery.org/bios/).	
3.7 Additional	instruments	





for	 social	 innovation	 projects	 to	 help	 understand	 the	 difference	 that	 is	 being	 made	 at	 a	 socio-economic,	
environmental,	 and	political	 level	 by	mapping	 inputs,	 outputs,	 outcomes	and	expected	 impacts.	 Contact	has	
been	made	with	the	IA4SI	team	and	the	MAZI	project	will	explore	the	extent	to	which	we	can	incorporate	their	
instruments	within	our	 evaluation	processes,	 either	 through	direct	use	of	developed	 tools	 (such	as	 the	 Self-
Assessment	Toolkit)	or	by	drawing	on	their	methodologies	and	metrics,	as	reported	in	 IA4SI’s	Deliverable	2.2	
(Passani	et.	al,	2016).	We	will	explore	this	set	of	resources	in	further	detail	during	the	next	reporting	period.	
Mapping	 and	 visualisation	 tools	 may	 provide	 a	 mechanism	 for	 partners	 to	 capture	 and	 present	 both	 the	















This	deliverable	represents	 the	 first	of	 three	that	will	 report	on	 ‘Comparative	Evaluation	of	Pilots’.	Given	the	
early	stage	of	the	pilots,	this	report	has	focussed	on	the	development	of	our	initial	approaches	to	this	task,	and	
early	reporting.	
In	 version	2	 (D3.9,	due	M26)	 and	version	3	 (D3.10,	M36)	we	will	 extend	our	development	of	 a	 comparative	
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Strategic	goals	 G1:	 Piloting	MAZI	 in	 the	 bottom-
up	 development	 of	 community-
oriented	spaces	that	link	together	
social,	 cultural	 and	 ecological	
aspects	of	our	urban	life.	
G2:	Explore	how	MAZI	 can	 foster	
the	 cross-fertilization	 of	 local	
initiatives	
G3:	 Locating	 local	 engagement	
and	activism	as	spaces	of	learning	















G3:	 Investigating	 the	 value	
of	 adding	 local	 web	 based	
services	 to	 the	existing	 SPC	
wireless	network	
G4:	 Playful	 exploration	 of	








G2:	 Act	 as	 triangulators/	
facilitators/	 catalysts	 in	 collective	
awareness	 processes	 in	
Kraftwerk1	
G3:	 Develop	 rules	 and	 guidelines	
for	 the	use	of	 the	MAZI	 toolkit	 in	
social	processes	
G4:	 	 Collectively	 produce	
knowledge	 on	 lessons	 learned	
from	 20	 years	 of	 Kraftwerk1	 and	
from	 the	 first	 steps	 of	 NeNa1,	 to	
be	used	in	different	environments	
outside	Switzerland.	
G5:	 Participate	 in	 the	 current	
development	 of	 an	 operational	
concept	 for	 future	 cooperative	
housing	 projects	 (NeNa1),	
including	 network	 and	 social	
infrastructures	
		
G1:	 Exploring	 the	 extent	 to	
which	 DIY	 networking	
technologies	can	be	relevant	
and	 useful	 to	 the	 work	 of	
unMonastery,	 particularly	





and	 dissolution	 of	 local	
social	challenges”.	
G2:	 Exploring	 the	 use	 and	
design	 of	 DIY	 technology	
toolkits,	 with	 a	 particular	
focus	 on	 collective	 and	
participatory	activities.	
G3:	 Supporting	 the	 work	 of	
unMonastery	 in	 accordance	
with	 the	 unMonastery	 aims,	






O1	 (G1):	 Test	 how	 MAZI	 can	 be	
used	 to	 make	 information,	
networks	 and	 experiences	 of	 the	
Neighbourhood	 Academy	
accessible	 to	 a	 broader	 audience	
in	 the	 garden	 and	
neighbourhood.	





O3	 (G2):	 Other	 local	 initiatives	
become	 interested	 in	 MAZI	 and	
local	DIY	networks.	
05	(G4):	 Initiatives	cooperating	 in	
the	 project	 gain	 interest	 in	 the	
relationship	between	rights	to	the	
city	and	digital	ownership.	
O1:	 To	 see	 the	 extent	 to	
which	 information	
exchange	 is	 facilitated	 by	
groups	self-publishing	using	
the	MAZI	toolkit	
O2:	 To	 work	 with	 an	
environmental	 organisation	
to	 see	 how	 DIY	 tools	 can	
improve	 their	 collection	 of	
data	 and	 engagement	 with	
local	schools	
O3:	 To	 understand	 the	





O1:	 Engage	 residents	 in	
interactions	 through	 the	 MAZI	





O2:	 Organize	 	 events	 that	 bring	
together	 experts	 in	 cooperative	
housing	 projects	 with	 those	
interested	 in	 creating	 new	
projects	in	different	contexts	





in	 MAZI	 at	 NeNa1’s	 “operational	
concept”	 documents	 on	
















O2:	 To	 understand	 and	





O3:	 To	 understand	 and	
articulate	 the	 potential	 role	
















KPI04	 (O1):	 What	 do	 visitors	 of	
the	 Laube/	 Prinzessinnengarten	
KPI1:	 How	 often	 do	 groups	
use	 the	 MAZI	 publishing	
tools?	
KPI2:	 What	 do	 visitors	 to	
the	 environmental	 centre	
think	 about	 being	 able	 to	
take	 a	 live	 digital	 record	 of	
the	 species	 they’ve	 seen	
when	 they	 are	 out	 and	
about?	
KPI3:	What	do	 local	 history	
groups	 think	 about	 being	
KPI1:	 Participation	 of	 people	 in	
organized	 events	 and	 further	
engagement	in	related	activities	
KPI2:	 Engagement	 of	 Kraftwerk1	
residents	 in	 the	 MAZI	 zones	
deployed	on	the	premises	
KPI3:	 Diversity	 and	 richness	 of	
information	 shared	 through	
hybrid	 interactions	 around	 the	
MAZI	Zones.	





















think	 about	 the	 presentation	 of	
Information	from	the	MAZI?	
KPI05	 (O2):	 What	 types	 of	
applications	have	been	deployed?	
KPI06	 (O3):	 Do	 other	 initiatives	
show	an	interest	in	MAZI?	
KPI07	 (O3):	 Do	 other	 initiatives	
decide	to	deploy	own	MAZIs?	
KPI08:	 (O5):	 Are	 topics	 of	 digital	
rights	 to	 the	 city	 being	 discussed	
in	cooperating	initiatives?	
able	 to	 add	 their	
information	 to	 a	 DIY	





related	 initiatives	 and	 working	
groups	outside	our	project	
KPI6:	 Successful	 integration	 of	
MAZI	 concepts	 in	 NeNa1’s	
operational	concept	documents.	
KPI7:	 Actions	 and	 events	
demonstrating	 the	 creation	 of	 a	










have	 been	 made	 in	 the	 NAk	
MAZI?	
M2	 (KPI01):	 How	 many	
interviewers/administrators?	
M3	 (KPI01):	 How	many	 receivers	
of	the	NAk-MAZI?	(guests	 logging	
on)	
M4(KPI01):	 What	 uses	 of	 NAk-
MAZI	 have	 been	 recorder?	
(listening	 to	 interviews,	 reading	
synopsis,	looking	at	attached	files	
etc.)	
M5(KPI02):	 Number	 and	 role	 of	
different	‘interviewers’	
M6(KPI02):	 	 Number	 of	
contributors	 of	 information	 (can	
also	be	just	texts,	photos	etc.)	
M7	(KPI06):	How	many	interested	
initiatives	 have	 contacted	 pilot-
team	for	more	information?	
M8	 (KPI06):	 How	 many	
initiatives/org	 have	 participated	
in	hands-on	activities?	
M9	 (KPI06):	 Number	 of	
people/initiatives	 taking	 part	 in	
WS	
M10	 (KPI07):	 How	 many	
initiatives	deploy	own	MAZIs	






are	 getting	 from	 the	 MAZI	
toolkit	 (could	 be	 either	 a	







M1:	 Number	 of	 participants	 in	
events	
M2:	Engagement	ratio	(how	many	
people	 from	 those	 interacting	
with	 the	 pilot	 keep	 participating	
in	 similar	 actions	 and	 related	
communications)	
M3:	 Number	 of	 interactions	
during	 the	 MAZI	 Zone	
deployments	 (e.g.,	 letterbox	
cards)	
M4:	 Survey	 the	 social	 acceptance	
of	 the	 MAZI	 technology	 and	 its	
role	 toward	 our	 strategic	 goals	
(participation	 and	 collective	
awareness)	
M5:	 Number	 of	 related	 events,	
working	 groups,	 networking	
activities	 outside	 the	 project,	 in	
which	 MAZI	 team	 organized	 or	
invited	to	participate	
M6:	Dissemination	activities	(blog	
posts,	 tweets,	 articles,	 working	
documents)	 and	 their	
corresponding	impact	
M7:	 The	 size	 and	 diversity	 of	 the	
network	of	 experts	being	 created	
around	 the	 knowledge	 transfer	
project.	
M1:	 The	quality	 of	 feedback	














The	NAk	MAZI	 is	 an	 integral	 part	
of	 the	 NAk	 infrastructure.	




and	uses	 it	 to	 communicate	with	
the	 residents	around	 their	 space.	
They	use	it	as	an	information-tool	
and	 a	 broadcaster	 for	 their	
political	struggle.	
		
1.	 MAZIzones	 deployed	 on	
OWN	nodes	in	the	Deptford	
Creek	area	
2.	 Self-sustaining	 	 network	






continuing	 to	 use	 MAZI-
toolkits	 in	 their	 practices	
and	peer-resolving	issues)	
3.	 Evidence	 of	 use	 of	MAZI	
toolkit	 extending	 capacity	
of	one	or	more	groups	who	
have	 participated	 in	 field	
trials,	 e.g.	 ability	 to	 self-
publish,	 reaching	 out	 to	
new	 audiences,	 engaging	
new	 stakeholders/	 policy-
makers	 in	 debate	 around	
their	challenges.	
	
A	 MAZI	 Zone	 deployed	 at	
Kraftwerk1’s	 “Pantoffelbar”	
attracts	 the	 attention	 of	 more	
than	 20	 residents	 whose	
contributions	 go	 beyond	
impersonal	 statements	 and	
generate	 dialogue	 and	 playful	
interactions.	
	The	 concept	 of	 DIY	 networking	
becomes	part	of	 the	narrative	on	
NeNa1’s	 visions	 of	 the	 use	 of	
technology.	
	A	 number	 of	 events	 are	
organized	 in	 Greece	 toward	
creating	 new	 groups	 and	
initiatives	 that	 wish	 to	 develop	 a	
novel	cooperative	housing	model.	
1.	 Internal	 to	 the	 project:	
Indicators	 and	 feedback	
from	 the	 unMonastery	
community	 that	 the	 pilot	
study	work	had	value.	
2.	 Internal	 to	 the	 project:	
Reflections	 on	 what	 was	
learned,	 and	 what	 could	 be	
changed	or	improved	for	the	
future,	 in	 order	 to	 build	 on	
the	work.	




4.	 External	 to	 the	 project:	
Producing/publishing	
practical	 and	 theoretical	
resources	 based	 on	 the	
experiences	 and	 findings	 of	
the	pilot	study	such	as	good	
























-	 Examples	 of	 MAZI	 being	






































4.	 Success	 can	 be	measured	
by	 quantifiable	
measurements	 of	 reach,	
such	 as	 downloads,	 viewing	
figures,	 sharing	 on	 social	
media	 etc.	 Qualitative	
measures	 include	 positive	
indicators	 of	 influence	 and	
use	 in	 practice	 in	 other	
situations.	
		
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
